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NODIS, IS RETRANSMITTED FOR YOUR INFORMATION. 
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NOD IS/ HARVAN/PLUS 
DELTO 458 
FROM VANCE 

1. I HAD MY SECOND MEETING WITH LAU EVENING JULY l5. WE MET 
FOR TwO AND ONE HALF HOURS AT SAME LOCATION AS FIRST MEETING. 

THE SAME PERSONS PARTICIPATED ON BOTH SIDES. 

2. WE BEGAN SAYING wE WERE GLAD TO MEET AGAIN; IT IS THROUGH 
THIS TYPE OF PRIVATE DISCUSSION wE CAN EXPLORE OUR RESPECTIVE 

4 

VIEWS AND PERHAPS OVERCOME THE OBSTACLES PRESENTLY FACING US, 

AND THUS MAKE PROGRESS TOWARDS A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT. wE ASKED 
LAU FOR ANY OBSERVATIONS HE MIGHT WISH TO MAKE. LAU REPLIED 

THAT HE HAD REEXAMINED WHAT wE HAD TOLD HIM AT OUR FIRST PRIVATE 

* 

MEETING AND HAD TRIED TO FIND MATTERS TO WHICH THE DRV COULD 

GIVE FURTHER CONSIDERATION, BUT THUS FAR HE HAD FOUND NOTHING • 

* < « 

NEW. LAU THEN RECALLED THAT AT OUR TEA SESSION LAST WEDNESDAY 
WE HAD SAID WE WANTED TO MEET AGAIN, AND HAD SOMETHING TO TELL 
THEM, THUS, PERHAPS, wE SHOULD BE THE FIRST TO SPEAK. 

3. WE THEN- SAID WE HAD SOME NEW THOUGHTS OR VARIATIONS OF OUR 

p ♦ 


PRIOR PROPOSAL. WE SAID IT wAS IMPORTANT THAT THERE BE NO 

* • '«* - 

MISUNDERSTANDING BETWEEN US AND IT wAS ESSENTIAL THAT wE BOTH 



'*'*•* ■*•■** *• , 







HAVE CLEARLY IN MIND THE CONCEPT THAT WE ARE NOW SUGGESTING. 

' - / - 

WE THEN OUTLINED THE CONCEPT* THE US IS PREPARE!) TO STOP THE 
BOMBING OF NVN ON A SPECIFIED DATE, WITHOUT DEMANDING RECIPROCAL 
ACTION, IF wE CAN REACH AN UNDERSTANDING ON THE MUTUALLY-RELATED 

ACTIONS WHICH EACH OF US WOULD TAKE AFTER THE CESSATION OF 

* / 4 

BOMBING. IN EFFECT THIS MEANS THAT wE ENVISAGE TwO SEPARATE 
AND DISTINCT PHASES; THE TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN THE TwO PHASES 
SHOULD BE AS SHORT AS POSSIBLE. BEFORE WE ACTUALLY CEASE THE 
BOMBING WE WOULD NEED TO HAVE A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF wHAT WOULD 
HAPPEN IN THE SECOND PHASE. THESE SECOND PHASE ACTIONS WOULD 
INCLUDE APPROPIATE MEASURES BY BOTH SIDES. 

4. wE THEN DESCRIBED THIS SUGGESTION GRAPHICALLY, DRAWING A 
SKETCH WITH TwO PHASES, A LINE BETWEEN THEM, AND TwO PARALLEL 
COLUMNS — ONE HEADED US AND THE OTHER DRV — FOR THE ACTIONS 
TO BE TAKEN BY BOTH SIDES IN PHASE 2» WE WROTE IN FOUR NUMBERS 
UNDER EACH COLUMN BUT DID NOT PUT IN ANY HEADING. wE WROTE IN 
UNDER PHASE 1 OF THE OUTLINE THAT ON A SPECIFIED DATE THE US 
WOULD CEASE ALL AIR, NAVAL AND ARTILLERY BOMBARDMENT AND ALL 
OTHER ACTIVITIES THAT INVOLVE THE USE OF FORCE ON OR WITHIN THE 
TERRITORY OF THE DRV. 

5. AT THIS POINT wE PAUSED AND ASKED HIM IF HE UNDERSTOOD 

THE PROPOSAL AND IF HE FOUND THE FORMULA ACCEPTABLE IN PRINCIPLE. 

HE REPLIED THAT HE UNDERSTOOD THE PROPOSAL BUT WISHED TO KNOW 
WHAT KIND OF ACTIONS WE HAD IN MIND IN PHASE 2* WE SAID THAT 
UNDER PHASE 2 THERE WERE THE FOLLOWING HEADINGS: < A) RESTORE THE 
DMZ; (B) NO INCREASE IN US OR DRV FORCE LEVELS IN SVN AFTER THE 
CESSATION OF BOMBING; < AT THIS POINT LAU INTERJECTED ASKING 




WHAT THE WORD "LEVEL* MEANS. wE REPLIED THAT IT MEANT STRENGTH. 

' • . 

VY THEN GAVE AN EXAMPLE WHICH REFLECTED CLEAR UNDERSTANDING 
OF THE PROPOSAL.)$ (C) SUBSTANTIVE DISCUSSIONS TO COMMENCE 
AS SOON AS THE BOMBING STOPS, WITH EITHER SIDE FREE TO RAISE ANY 
TOPIC RELEVANT TO A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT; (D) IN THE DISCUSSIONS 
DESCRIBED IN POINT <C) ABOVE, OUR SIDE WOULD INCLUDE REPRESEN¬ 
TATIVES OF THE GVN AND THE DRV SIDE COULD INCLUDE WHOMEVER THEY 
WISHED; <E) NO INDISCRIMINATE ATTACKS ON POPULATION CENTERS SUCH 
AS SAIGON, DANANG AND HUE; <F) wE WOULD BE WILLING TO CONSIDER 
OTHER ACTIONS OF A SIMILAR NATURE WHICH WERE RELEVANT AND 
WHICH THE DRV MIGHT WANT TO RAISE. 

6. WE ASKED LAU’S VIEWS WITH RESPECT TO OUR SUGGESTION. 

LAU ASKED WHEN THE ITEMS LISTED IN PHASE 2 WOULD BE DISCUSSED. 

WE REPLIED RIGHT NOw. LAU THEN SAID THAT MEANS BEFORE THE 
CESSATION OF BOMBING. LAU THEN ASKED IF THE ITEMS IN PHASE 
2 WERE TO BE IMPLEMENTED AFTER THE COMPLETION OF PHASE 1. 

WE REPLIED YES AND IN THE SHORTEST TIME POSSIBLE AFTER THE CES¬ 
SATION OF BOMBING, ALTHOUGH THE TIME INTERVAL MIGHT VARY WITH THE 
PARTICULAR ITEM UNDER DISCUSSION. LAU THEN ASKED WHAT wE MEANT 
BY THE SHORTEST POSSIBLE TIME. WE SAID THIS WAS A MATTER wE 
WOULD HAVE TO DISCUSS. SOME OF THE ACTIONS INVOLVED ARE POSSIBLE 
TO IMPLEMENT PROMPTLY. OTHERS MIGHT TAKE MORE TIME, BUT TIMING 
WOULD BE A MATTER FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION. 

7. VY ASKED FOR THE SPECIFICS OF WHAT wE HAD IN MIND WITH 
RESPECT TO RESTORATION OF THE DMZ. wE SAID IT WOULD INVOLVE 
(A) THE RESTORATION OF THE DMZ IN THE FULL SENSE OF THE GENEVA 
ACCORDS; I. E., NO MILITARY PERSONNEL OR EQUIPMENT OF ANY 








SORT WOULD BE LOCATED IN OR MOVED THROUGH THE DMZ! <B) BOTH SIDES 
WOULD INVITE THE ICC TO RESTABLISH AN ENLARGED PRESENCE IN Ae '' 

»* M U • *. . . . . ... 

DMZ TO INSPECT AND VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH ITS RESTORATION; 

(C) BOTH SIDES WOULD REFRAIN FROM ARTILLERY OR OTHER FIRE FROM 

OR ACROSS THE DMZ AND FROM ANY MASSING OF FORCES ON EITHER SIDE 

OF THE DMZ IN SUCH A WAY AS TO CONSTITUTE A DIRECT THREAT TO 

* 

THE OTHER. WE SAID THAT THIS PROPOSAL WOULD BE A MEASURE OF 
MUTUAL DE-ESCALATION WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO ANY POLITICAL SETTLEMENT. 
WE ADDED THAT wE ARE NOT PROPOSING THAT THE 17TH PARALLEL 
BE MADE A PERMANENT BORDER EXCLUDING REUNIFICATION. 

S. LAU THEN SAID HE HAD SOME PRELIMINARY REMARKS. AT THE 
PREVIOUS MEETING wE HAD SAID THAT THE US WOULD FIX THE 
DATE FOR THE CESSATION OF BOMBING AND PRIOR TO THAT 
BOTH SIDES WOULD DISCUSS THE CIRCUMSTANCES LEADING TO SUCH 
CESSATION. LAU HAD ASKED WHAT were THE CIRCUMSTANCES, AND 
WE HAD REPLIED IN A WAY SIMILAR TO TODAY. AT OUR LAST PRIVATE 
MEETING LAU HAD ALSO ASKED WHETHER THE US WOULD CEASE THE 
BOMBING IN THE EVENT THAT NO AGREEMENT COULD BE REACHED ON 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, AND wE HAD SAID NO. LAU HAD 
CHARACTERIZED THIS AS TANTAMOUNT TO RECIPROCITY, A CONCEPT 
WHICH HAS BEEN REJECTED ON NUMEROUS OCCASIONS BY THE DRV. 

TODAY, LAU SAID, OUR PROPOSAL IS MORE SYSTEMATIC 
AND ORDERLY, BUT PRESENTS NOTHING NEW IN COMPARISON WITH THE 
LAST TIME. TODAY WE MENTIONED PHASE 1 AND 2» AND THE SHORTEST 
POSSIBLE INTERVAL BETWEEN THE TwO PHASES, BUT IT SEEMED TO LAU 
THAT PHASE 1 CONTINUES TO DEPEND ON THE DISCUSSION OF i-jHAT WILL 
HAPPEN IN PHASE 2* LAU THEN REPEATED HIS QUESTION, ASKING 
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WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF wE DO NOT AGREE ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES LEADING 

* ^ ^ 

TO THE CESSATION OF BOMBING, wE REPLIED THAT RECIPROCITY IS NOT 

INVOLVED IN PHASE 1 ACTIONS, BUT AN UNDERSTANDING 

MUST BE REACHED FIRST ON PHASE 2> AND WE WOULD 

LIKE TO HEAR LAU* S VIEWS ON THIS SUBJECT. 

■ ✓ m 

9. VY THEN SAID IF THE US CEASED THE BOMBING, WE COULD THEN. 

* * 

PROCEED TO RELATED MATTERS, EACH SIDE RAISING WHATEVER SUBJECTS 

IT WISHES. DRV CAN*T GO INTO SPECIFICS OF PHASE 2 NOw. WE 

THEN ASKED WHAT THEIR GENERAL COMMENTS WERE ON PHASE 2* LAU 

REPLIED THAT DRV HAS HAD OCCASION TO EXPRESS VIEWS ON THEM IN 

BOTH OFFICIAL SESSIONS AND IN PRIVATE TALKS. wE REPLIED THAT 

A NUMBER OF THESE ITEMS HAD NOT BEEN RAISED BEFORE, OR 

WERE RAISED IN A DIFFERENT CONTEXT. BEFORE THEY WERE RAISED 

IN A CONTEXT OF A RECIPROCAL ACT, DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE 

CESSATION OF BOMBING. NOw THEY WOULD FOLLOW FROM AN UNDERSTANDING 

OF WHAT WAS TO HAPPEN AFTER WE WOULD CEASE THE BOMBING. LAU* S 

ANSWER, ON THE OTHER HAND, WAS NOT NEW AT ALL AND IN FACT 

IDENTICAL TO THAT WHICH HAS BEEN GIVEN ON NUMEROUS OCCASIONS IN PLENARY 

SESSIONS. LAU RESPONDED THAT HE HAD NOT MISUNDERSTOOD 

OUR PROPOSAL, BUT THE CONTENT IS NOT REALLY NEW. WE THEN POINTED 

OUT THAT THE ITEMS LISTED IN PHASE 2 WERE RECIPROCAL 

TO EACH OTHER, AND NOT TO THE CESSATION OF THE BOMBING. 

10. WE THEN WENT OVER THE SAME POINT SEVERAL TIMES, 

INCLUDING A DISCUSSION OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD "UNDERSTANDING. " 

LAU CAME BACK TO HIS QUESTION OF WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF WE COULD 

NOT REACH AGREEMENT ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES. wE REPLIED THAT THE 

BEST APPROACH WOULD BE TO DISCUSS THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, EXPLORE _; 
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THEM. AND.SEE IF wE COULD REACH AGREEMENT. VY INTERJECTED THAT 

* ■ .• ' jf" 

IN THE MEANWHILE THE BOMBING WOULD CONTINUE. LAU>ADDED THAT 
WHAT THE DRV WANTS IS THE CESSATION OF THE BOMBING AND OTHER 
ACTS OF WAR FIRST. THEN EACH SIDE CAN RAISE WHATEVER MATTERS 
IT WANTS TO FOR DISCUSSION. wE ASKED WHAT THE PROBLEM wAS IN 
DISCUSSING THE CIRCUMSTANCES FIRST. LAU REPLIED "BECAUSE WE . 

CAN'T FORESEE AGREEMENT ON ALL OF THE ITEMS." 

11. WE SUGGESTED THAT wE MIGHT ACTUALLY AGREE ON THE ITEMS 
IN PHASE 2f AND EVEN IF WE DON'T, WHAT WOULD BE LOST? LAU SAID THAT 
WE WOULDN'T LOSE ANYTING, BUT THESE PROPOSALS WOULD NOT MEET THE 
DRV DEMAND" FOR UNCONDITIONAL CESSATION OF BOMBING AND ALL OTHER 
ACTIVITIES THAT INVOLVE THE USE OF FORCE ON OR WITHIN THE 
TERRITORY OF THE DRV." FOR EXAMPLE, WE RAISE QUESTIONS SUCH 
AS THE DM2, AND ATTACKS AGAINST CITIES. THESE ARE ITEMS 
CONCERNING THE SOUTH AND HENCE THE NLF. 

12* WE POINTED OUT THAT THE RESTORATION OF THE DM2 DOES NOT 
INVOLVE THE NLF: IT DOES INVOLVE THE US AND THE DRV. WHAT 
IS INVOLVED IS A SERIES OF MUTUAL ACTIONS WHICH ARE WITHIN BOTH 
OUR CAPACITIES TO CARRY OUT. 

13. LAU THEN CONTINUED WITH HIS PRELIMINARY 
OBSERVATIONS. HE SAID THERE WERE A NUMBER OF MATTERS 
ON WHICH OUR VIEWS DIFFER. FOR INSTANCE, WITH RESPECT TO THE 
RESTORATION OF THE DMZ, DRV HAS EXPLAINED MANY TIMES THAT IT IS 
THE US AND ITS "PUPPETS" WHICH HAVE SABOTAGED THE STATUS OF THE 
DMZ. during THE PAST FEw YEARS, DMZ HAS BEEN SABOTAGED 
BY LAND, AIR AND SEA. THUS IF wE NOW SPEAK OF 

RESTORING THE DMZ, IT IS THE US WHICH MUST DO SO UNILATERALLY. . 







IF THE US RESPECTS THE DMZ, THEN AUTOMATICALLY ITS STATUS wHL 

• • } 

BE RESTORED. INSTEAD, THE US WANTS TO TURN THE DMZ INTO 
A NO-MAN* S-LAND, AND NOT A GENUINE DEMILITARIZED ZONE AS CALLED 
FOR BY THE GENEVA AGREEMENTS. US HAS PLACED ARTILLERY IN CON THIEN 

AND GIO LINH, FIRING IN AND ACROSS THE DMZ. TENS OF THOUSANDS 

• ^ ^ ■ • 

OF MEN HAVE BEEN SENT IN THE DMZ TO BURN THE VEGETATION, 

DESTROY THE VILLAGES, AND DISLOCATE THE POPULATION. TOXIC 
CHEMICALS HAVE BEEN SPREAD THROUGHOUT THE DMZ, AFFECTING 
MANY LOCAL INHABITANTS. AS FOR AMERICAN AIR ACTIVITIES, THEY 
ALSO CONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF THE DMZ. PLANES FROM DANANG USE 
THE DMZ AIR SPACE WHEN THEY CONDUCT BOMBING RAIDS IN THE DMZ, 

LEAVING VIRTUALLY NO COMMUNITIES IN THAT AREA. SIMILARLY, NAVAL 
VESSELS AND PATROL BOATS HAVE VIOLATED THE TERRITORIAL 
WATERS OF THE DMZ, AND FISHERMEN OF THESE WATERS CAN NO 
LONGER EARN A LIVING. FOREGOING, SAID LAU, WERE HIS IDEAS ON 
THE DMZ, WHO, THEN, IS RESPONSIBLE FOR RESTORING ITS STATUS? 

TO SUGGEST THAT REPONS IB ILITY FOR ITS RESTORATION IS RECIPROCAL 
IS TO JUSTIFY OUR ACTIONS, AND THAT IS WHY XUAN THUY HAS SPOKEN 
ON THIS SUBJECT SO EXTENSIVELY. 

14. VY THEN INTERJECTED THAT THE QUESTION SHOULD BE POSED IN A 
DIFFERENT MANNER, THE QUESTION IS ONE OF THE HUNDREDS OF THOU¬ 
SANDS OF TROOPS THAT THE US HAS SENT TO VIET-NAM IN VIOLATION OF THE 
ENTIRE GENEVA ACCORDS. THE DRV LOOKS AT THINGS FROM THIS 

ANGLE, AND THE FACT THAT wE ARE VIEWING THE SITUATION FROM 
DIFFERENT ANGLES COMPLICATES THESE TALKS. 

15. WE SAID THAT WHILE WE HOLD DIFFERENT VIEWS ON WHO FIRST 

VIOLATED THE DMZ, wE ARE TRYING TO FIND A SOLUTION TO THE _ 









PROBLEM FACING US NOw REPEAT NOw. wE ARE PROPOSING ; 

< 

THE RESTORATION OF THE DMZ TO THE STATUS PROVIDED IN THE 

* 

GENEVA ACCORDS, IF SUCH STATUS IS RESTORED, THEN THE ACTS 
DESCRIBED BY LAU WOULD STOP, WOULD THE DRV TAKE EQUIVALENT 
STEP ST WE SAID THAT THE DMZ WOULD NOT BECOME A NO-MAN 1 S-LAND, 

BUT RATHER A TRULY DEMILITARIZED ZONE WITH EFFECTIVE 
INTERNATIONAL SUPERVISION. VY RPT VY THEN REMARKED THAT wE WERE 
ONLY SPEAKING OF ONE ITEM—THE DMZ. IF DISCUSSIONS PROCEED AT 
THIS RATE, WE WILL BE GOING ON FOR A LONG TIME. 

16. LAU THEN SAID THAT wE COULD BE SURE THAT THE CESSATION 
OF BOMBING IS A CONDITION WHICH WILL LEAD TO THE SETTLEMENT OF 
OTHER IMPORTANT QUESTIONS. HE EMPHASIZED "IMPORTANT QUESTIONS." 
HE SAID EACH SIDE COULD RAISE WHATEVER SUBJECTS IT WANTED TO. 
AGREEMENT WOULD BE REACHED ON WHAT QUESTIONS WOULD BE DISCUSSED 
FIRST, WHICH ONES TO IMPLEMENT FIRST, AND IN SO DOING "WE 
SHALL ABIDE BY THE AIM OF THE PARIS TALKS," LAU SAID THAT HE 
HAD NOT COMMENTED ON THE SUBSTANCE OF THE ITEMS CONTAINED IN 
OUR PHASE 2 BECAUSE THEY ARE THE PEROGATIVE OF THE NLF, 

BUT HE DID NOT FEEL THAT OUR PRESENTATION OF THESE CONDITIONS 
DIFFERED IN ANY WAY FROM PREVIOUS PROPOSALS, IN THAT THEY 
ARE CONTRARY TO THE DRV DEMAND FOR AN UNCONDITIONAL CESSATION 
OF THE BOMBING. HE BELIEVED THEREFORE THAT wE SHOULD NOT 
PROLONG THE BOMBING OF NVN BECAUSE IT WILL NOT SOLVE THE PROBLEM 
EITHER ON THE BATTLEFIELD OR AT THE CONFERENCE TABLE, it will, 

IN FACT, CREATE ADDITIONAL OBSTACLES. MOREOVER, WORLD PUBLIC 
OPINION DEMANDS AN IMMEDIATE CESSATION OF BOMBING SO THAT THESE 
TALKS CAN PROGRESS. 





17. «E SAID THAT DRV MISREADS PUBLIC OPINION* wE HAVE TAKEN 
CERTAIN STEPS AND ARE PREPARED TO STOP THE BOMBING, BUT 

IF WE DID SO WITHOUT AN UNDERSTANDING OF wHAT WOULD HAPPEN 
AFTERWARDS IT IS ONLY REASONABLE TO ASSUME THAT THE DANGER TO US 
AND ALLIED TROOPS WOULD INCREASE. LAU REPLIED THAT 
OUR PROFESSED CONCERN FOR THE SAFETY OF ALLIED TROOPS WAS 
SIMPLY AN ARGUMENT TO JUSTIFY PROLONGED BOMBING. WE HAVE 
AFTER ALL ALREADY EVACUATED KHE SANH, WHICH IN EFFECT CANCELS 
THE VALIDITY OF THAT ARGUMENT. wE SAID THAT IT DOES NOT. 

18 . WE THEN ASKED LAU WHETHER DRV WOULD STOP FIRING ARTILLERY 
ACROSS THE DMZ IF WE DID. LAU REPLIED THAT WE SHOULD GO AHEAD 
AND STOP THE FIRING AND THE DRV WILL KNOw WHAT TO DO. WE 
ASKED HOW WE COULD DO THIS WITHOUT KNOwING WHAT THE DRV 
WOULD DO, AND THEN ASKED WHETHER DRV WOULD NOT PUT ITS TROOPS 
INTO THE DMZ WERE WE TO AGREE TO REFRAIN FROM PUTTING OUR TROOPS 

INTO THE DMZ. 

19. LAU REPLIED THAT WE CHARGED THAT WE 

HAD BROUGHT OUR TROOPS TO SVN IN RESPONSE TO AGGRESSION 

FROM NVN. wE SAY WE WILL WITHDRAW OUR TROOPS IF NVN WITHDRAWS. 
THAT IS THE GENERAL QUESTION. AS FOR THE DMZ, THE 
US ASKS IF IT STOPS ARTILLERY FIRE AND WITHDRAWS ITS TROOPS 
FROM THE DMZ, WILL THE DRV DO THE SAME? IF WE PUT THE QUESTION 
THIS WAY, IT MEANS wE DO NOT SERIOUSLY WANT TO STOP FIRING ACROSS 
THE DMZ OR DO wE SERIOUSLY WANT TO WITHDRAW OUR TROOPS. THE 
US INSISTS THAT THE DRV WAS THE FIRST TO VIOLATE THE DMZ AND 
THAT THE DRV IS RESPONSIBLE. THE DRV POSITION IS THAT THE US 








HAS CAUSED THESE VIOLATIONS AND THAT IT SHOULD STOP THEM, IT HAS 

/ ’ 

FIRED ARTILLERY INTO THE DM2, IT SHOULD STOP IT, IT SHOULD 
WITHDRAW ITS TROOPS FROM THE DM2, FOR ITS PART, IT IS THE 
CONSISTENT POLICY OF THE DRV TO RESPECT THE GENEVA ACCORDS. 

20. WE SAID THAT OUR PROPOSALS WERE SERIOUS AND THAT WE MEANT 
WHAT WE SAID, WE THEN ASKED WHAT THEIR RESPONSE WOULD BE 

IF WE REFERRED ONLY TO THE FUTURE AND NOT TO wHAT HAS HAPPENED IN THE 
PAST. WE ASKED WHETHER THEY WOULD AGREE THAT IN THE FUTURE 
EACH SIDE WOULD REFRAIN FROM THE ACTIVITIES wE HAD SPECIFIED 
CONCERNING THE DM2, WITHOUT ANY REFERENCE TO PREVIOUS ACTIONS. 

THIS WOULD BE FULLY CONSISTENT WITH THE ORIGINAL STATUS OF THE 
DMZ, AND ALSO CONSISTENT WITH THE DRV NOT WANTING 
TO ADMIT wHAT ITS PRESENT ACTIVITIES ARE IN THAT ZONE. 

21. LAU ASKED WHY WE JUST DIDN’T CARRY OUT THESE STEPS 
UNILATERALLY AND SIMPLY INFORM THE DRV ON WHAT DAY THE BOMBING 
WOULD STOP AND WHAT DAY THE ARTILLERY WOULD STOP FIRING ACROSS 
THE DMZ, AND "YOU WILL SEE wHAT WILL HAPPEN BECAUSE OUR GOVERNMENT 
HAS CONSISTENTLY RESPECTED THE DM2. REALITY WILL GIVE YOU THE 
REPLY." THESE ACTIONS, LAU SAID, WOULD CREATE THE FAVORABLE 
CONDITIONS FOR A SETTLEMENT. 

22* WE ADVANCED A HYPOTHETICAL QUESTION—IF wE WERE TO 

TAKE THE ACTIONS OUTLINED REGARDING THE DM2 WITHOUT 

REQUESTING ANY RELATED ACTION BY DRV, AND THEN CERTAIN ACTIONS 

WOULD FOLLOW IN THE DMZ ON THE PART OF THE DRV, WOULD THE DRV 

AGREE TO THE RETURN OF THE ICC TO VERIFY THE DMZ STATUS AS PROVIDED 

IN THE GENEVA ACCORDS; LAU AVOIDED ANSWERING AND SAID THAT THE 

ICC HAD LEFT THE DMZ BECAUSE OF OUR MILITARY ACTIVITY. WE _ 









SAID THAT REGARDLESS OF WHO FIRST VIOLATED THE DttZ, THE ICC 

• * 

COULD NONETHELESS RETURN AND PERFORM ITS FUNCTION. LAU THEN 

4 

OBSERVED THAT wE HAD DISCUSSED THIS SPECIFIC QUESTION IN 
SOME DETAIL, BUT HIS IMPRESSION REMAINED THAT OUR REAL INTENTION 
IN RESTORING THE DMZ wAS TO RETURN TO THE SITUATION PREVAILING 
IN 1954 AS PART OF OUR EFFORT 

TO SEIZE SVN. WE REPLIED EMPHATICALLY THAT THIS WAS NOT OUR 
PURPOSE. LAU THEN SAID THAT HIS IMPRESSION wAS STRENGTHENED 
BY RECENT STATEMENTS OF HIGH U.S. ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS, 

SUCH AS CLIFFORD AND RUSK, PREPARATORY TO THE HONOLULU 
CONFERENCE. DRV FEELS THAT THE US HAS NOT YET GIVEN UP ITS 
CLAIM TO SVN, THAT IT STILL WANTS TO KEEP TROOPS THERE, AND THAT 
IT STILL WANTS TO MAINTAIN THE THIEU/KY ADMINISTRATION IN POWER. 

DRV CONSIDERS THE THIEU/KY CLIQUE MERELY AN INSTRUMENT 
FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF US NEO-COLONIALIST POLICY. IF THE 
US CONTINUES TO SUPPORT THIS CLIQUE, HOw CAN THE DRV 
BELIEVE IN US SINCERITY? 

r 

23. WE REPLIED THAT wE STAND BY OUR COMMITMENT REGARDING 
TROOP WITHDRAWALS AS FORMULATED IN THE MANILA COMMUNIQUE. WE 
MEANT wHAT wE SAID IN MANILA, AND wE WILL CARRY OUT THAT 
COMMITMENT. AS FOR THE FUTURE OF SVN, wE WANT IT TO BE FREE TO 
DETERMINE ITS OwN FUTURE WITHOUT COERCION OR OUTSIDE INTERFERENCE. 

WE ASSUME THE DRV AGREES. IS THAT A CORRECT ASSUMPTION? 

24. LAU SAID THAT THE US CONCEPT OF WITH DRAwAL OF TROOPS 
AS STATED BY SECRETARY CLIFFORD DEPENDS ON THE DEGREE OF 
MODERNIZATION AND REINFORCEMENT OF THE SOUTH VIETNAMESE 

ARMY. WE REPLIED THAT THERE IS NOTHING IN SECRETARY CLIFFORD'S _. 

STATEMENT yHICH ABROGATES THE MANILA DECLARATION. 

4 » * ^ 
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25. WE THEN POINTED OUT THAT WE HAVE TAKEN THE DRV STATEMENT THAT 

\ 

THE CESSATION OF BOMBING MUST TAKE PLACE FIRST SERIOUSLY. WE 
HAVE PROPOSED A FORMULA FOR REACHING THAT STAGE, AND THERE 
WILL BE MANY THINGS TO RESOLVE AFTERWARDS, BUT THIS IS A FIRST 
STEP TO WHICH wE CAN TURN OUR VERY PRECISE ATTENTION. LAU AGREED, 
AND SAID THAT NOT ONLY WAS HE GIVING THE MATTER ATTENTION, ' 

BUT THAT HE HAD ASKED FOR CLARIFICATION OF OUR OVER ALL 
OBJECTIVES. LAU THEN REPEATED HIS POINT THAT OUR INSISTENCE 
ON RESTORATION OF THE DM2 SUGGESTS A DESIRE TO RETURN TO THE 
SITUATION PREVAILING IN 1954 AT THE TIME OF DIEM, wHO 
VIOLATED THE DM2 FROM THE VERY BEGINNING. IT WAS THE SAME DIEM 
WHO SAID THAT THE 17TH PARALLEL yAS A FRONTIER OF THE UNITED 
STATES. THUS THE DMZ IS AMONG THE SPECIFIC ITEMS TO BE 
DISCUSSED BETWEEN US, BUT THERE MUST ALSO BE A STATEMENT OF 
GENERAL US POLICY. 

26 . WE TOOK STRONG EXCEPTION TO LAU T S REMARKS ABOUT THE GVN, 

AND EMPHASIZED THAT IT IS THE DULY ELECTED GOVERNMENT. wE SAID 
WE HAD SUGGESTED A FORMULA WHICH COULD LEAD TO THE CESSATION OF 
BOMBING, A PULLING APART OF FORCES, THUS STARTING A 
DE-ESCALATION WHICH COULD LEAD TO PEACE. OUR 

PROPOSAL WAS SERIOUS AND CONSTRUCTIVE, AND WE HOPED THAT DRV WOULD 
GIVE IT SERIOUS THOUGHT. 

27. LAU SAID THAT HIS REMARKS TONIGHT WERE ONLY PRELIMINARY 
IN NATURE, AND THAT HE WOULD CONSIDER OUR PROPOSALS. LAU 
CONCLUDED BY ASSURING US THAT OUR "CONCRETE" PROPOSALS WOULD BE 
CONSIDERED CAREFULLY AND DRV WOULD TRY TO SEE IF THERE WAS 
ANYTING NEl-J COMPARED WITH OUR LAST MEETING. 



mm 
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2S. r COMMENT! THE MEETING PRODUCED A MORE’SOBER EXAMINATION j 
OF OUR PROPOSAL THAN THE PRIOR MEETING. LAU DID NOT REJECT 
IT. HE SAID THEY WOULD STUDY IT CAREFULLY TO SEE WHETHER IT 
PRESENTED ANYTHING NEW. THEY SOUGHT DETAILS AND EXPLORED IN 

SOME DEPTH THE DM2 PROPOSAL IN WHICH THEY WERE SUITE INTERESTED. 

* 

AT ONE POINT IT APPEARED THAT THEY WERE INTERESTED IN FINDING 

OUT WHETHER WE WERE ASKING FOR-ALL THE ITEMS IN PHASE 2> BUT 

■ 

WE REFUSED TO BE-DRAWN INTO SUCH A DISCUSSION, LEAVING THE 
IMPLICATION-:THAT wE WERE ASKING FOR ALL ITEMS, IT IS CLEAR 
THEY UNDERSTAND THE PHASE 1/ PHASE 2 CONCEPT AND ITS 
IMPLICATIONS. THE BALL IS NOw IN THEIR COURT AND wE 
WILL CONSIDER WHAT STEPS TO TAKE NEXT. 

HARRIMAN 
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